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The appellant comes now and pet i t ions the Utah Appellate Court f o r r e l i e f 
o f charges and findings brought against the appellant by the in fer ior 2nd Circui t 
Court o f Roy, the Sta te o f Utah, and the appellant recognizes Jur isdict ion o f 
the Utah Appellate Court, as the superior Court, in as much as the appellate 
Court abides by Ar t ic le I I I and Ar t ic le VI o f the Const i tu t ion f o r the United 
S ta tes o f America as outl ined. 
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P. 1, P. i i i 
Out l ine o f Even ts 
To help t h e Appe l la te C o u r t unders tand t h e e v e n t as i t took p lace, t h e 
appe l lan t o f f e r s t h e fo l l ow ing o u t l i n e : 
The de fendan t , who w i l l be f u r t h e r r e f e r r e d t o as t h e appe l lan t , moved h is 
1969 VolksWagen f rom the parking l o t o f t h e L.D.S. Church Seminary t o t h e parking 
l o t o f t he Roy High schoo l and was s topped and c i t e d by o f f i c e r Greg Winham, o-f 
t h e Roy C i t y Po l i ce Department, f o r obscured d r i v e r ' s view. 
The appe l lan t argued b e f o r e Judge VanWagenen t h a t t h e appe l lan t was n o t 
w i tnessed by t h e o f f i c e r on publ ic p rope r t y and t he appe l lan t was t h e r e f o r e no t 
under t he o f f i c e r ' s J u r i s d i c t i o n , 
(see a t t a c h e d map.) 
The appe l lan t demanded a d ismissal o f charges based on t h e fo rement ioned 
conc lus ion b e f o r e t h e t r i a l c o u r t whereupon t h e mot ion demand f o r d ismissal was 
ru l ed aga ins t w i t h o u t reason or conc lus ion by Judge VanWagenen. The appe l l an ts , 
t h e r e f o r e , seeks r e l i e f by t h e d ismissal o f t h e judgement aga ins t him, b e f o r e t h e 
appe l l a t e C o u r t , based on t he f a c t o f t h e absence o-f J u r i s d i c t i o n a l a u t h o r i t y on 
t h e p a r t o f t h e p l a i n t i f f . 
The appe l lan t a lso claims he was denied due p rocess o f Law when he 
requ i red and f i l e d f o r i n f o r m a t i o n and d i scove ry on t h e 10th day o f March, 1992, 
and t h a t t h e requ i red i n f o r m a t i o n and d i scove ry was n o t prov ided t o t h e 
appe l lan t u n t i l t h e day o f t h e t r i a l . The appe l lan t s t a t e s t h a t such i n f o r m a t i o n 
was n o t prov ided t o him -for t h e purpose o f prepar ing h is de fense and a mot ion was 
f i l e d on t he 17th day o-f March, 1992, requ i r i ng a con t inuance f o r t he purpose o f 
ob ta in ing such i n f o r m a t i o n , 
(see mot ions a t t a c h e d . ) 
The t r i a l c o u r t Judge, Vanwagenen, answered t h e appe l lan ts mot ion f o r 
d i scove ry w i t h h is dec is ion da ted t h e 11th day o-F March, 1992, when he s t a t e d , 
"The d e f e n d a n t ' s r e q u e s t -for d i scovery sha l l be responded t o by t h e p r o s e c u t o r 
by March 14, 1992, o r a mot ion sha l l be - f i led by e i t h e r p a r t y and n o t i c e d f o r a 
hear ing i n t ime t o hear t he mot ion , a reasonable t ime p r i o r t o t h e t r i a l d a t e , or 
i t may be necessary t o con t i nue the t r i a l d a t e . " The* appe l lan t p e t i t i o n s t h e 
appe l l a te Cou r t f o r d ismissal o f t he Judgement aga ins t him in t h a t t h e appe l lan t 
was n o t prov ided d i scove ry by t h e 14th day o f March, 1992 as s t a t e d and when t h e 
appe l lan t f i l e d f o r a con t inuance on t h e 17th day o f March, 1992, t h e mot ion was 
denied w i t h o u t cause as i t was a lso s t a t e d . 
(see a t t a c h e d decis ion. ) 
The appe l lan t hereby br ings t o t h e a t t e n t i o n o f t h e appe l l a te Cou r t t h a t 
t h e response o f d i covery by t h e p r o s e c u t o r , Chr isopher G. Davis, i s da ted t h e 
13th day o f March, 1992, b u t such d i scove ry and i n f o r m a t i o n was n o t r e c i e v e d by 
t h e appe l lan t u n t i l t h e 19th day o f March, 1992, as w i t nessed by t h e unders igned. 
N o r m
 Smith 
The appe l lan t a lso br ings t o t h e a t t e n t i o n o f the appe l l a te c o u r t t h a t t h 
q u e s t i o n o f J u r i s d i c t i o n i s s t i l l no t addressed and answered i n t h e i n f o r m a t i c 
prov ided, as requ i red by t he appe l lan t . 
The remedy there - fo re sough t by t he appe l lan t i s t h e d ismissal o-f cl tat ges 
as prov ided bv t h e di ie p rocess o f Law. I f n o t prov ided t o t h e appe l lan t by t h e 
a p p e l l a t e C o u r t , t h e appe l lan t w i l l t h e r e f o r e seek a dec i s i on f rom a super io r 
Cou r t u n t i l r e l i e f i s prov ided him. 
Brandon Gresham 
Appel lant ii \ Pro-Psr 
Christopher"G. Davis 
Council f o r t h e P l a i n t i f f 
Court Clerk 
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MW ur/ 
CIRCUIT COURT 
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C E R T I F I C A T E O F S E R V I C E 
I, Brandon Gresham, under pena l t i es o-f pe r j u r y , dec la re t h a t I am a C i t i zen 
i n t h e s t a t e o f U tah , domici led in t he s t a t e o-f U tah , and a C i t i zen o f t h e s e v e r a l 
s t a t e s under t h e C o n s t i t u t i o n f o r t he u n i t e d s t a t e s o f America, A r t i c l e IV, s e c . 
2, Clause 1, and I am n o t a c i t i z e n o f t he Un i ted S t a t e s ( D i s t r i c t o f Columbia) and 
a s u b j e c t o f Congress under t he 14th Amendment, or a r e s i d e n t under t h e 14th 
Amendment in t h e S t a t e o f U tah . 
I t i s hereby c e r t i f i e d t h a t s e r v i c e o f t h i s Appe l l a te B r i e f has beE»n made 
upon t h e appe l l an t s and i n t e r e s t e d p a r t i e s by persona l s e r v i c e , or by mail ing one 
copy each t h e r e o f , on t h i s ' jw^.day o f November, 1992, in a sea led envelope w i t h 
pos tage p re -pa id , proper ly addressed t o them as f a l l o w s : 
Second C i r c u i t Cou r t , S t a t e o-f U tah , 
Weber County , Roy C i t y Department 
5051 S. 1900 W. 
Roy, Utah 84067 
- AND -
CIRCUIT COURT 
ROY CITY DEPT. 
'...[as] at the mouth of tvo witnesses... shall the natter be established.' Deut. 19:15. 
